Although the contribution of prediction to language comprehension in neurotypical populations was once debated (e.g. Hess, Foss, & Carroll, 1995) , the past fifteen years have seen growing evidence that prediction is vital to comprehension (e.g. Federmeier, 2007; Kuperberg & Jaeger, 2015; Pickering & Garrod, 2013) . Reading studies show that highly predictable words are fixated for shorter amounts of time and are more likely to be skipped than less predictable words (e.g. Rayner, Ashby, Pollatsek, & Reichle, 2004) . Event Related Potential (ERP) studies show that comprehenders predict semantic features and the phonological form of upcoming words (e.g., DeLong, Urbach, & Kutas, 2005; Laszlo & Federmeier, 2009; Wlotko & Federmeier, 2007) . Visual world studies have shown that comprehenders anticipate probable upcoming referents based on verb information, world knowledge, shared context, case marking, etc. (e.g. Altmann & Kamide, 1999; Kamide, Scheepers, & Altmann, 2003) .
This literature indicates that comprehenders routinely engage in lexical or referential prediction. But there is also evidence that neurotypical comprehenders make predictions about the form of upcoming sentence structure. The fact that syntactic surprisal is a good predictor of reading times (Hale, 2003; Levy, 2008) suggests that comprehenders keep track of which syntactic forms are most likely to appear next in a sentence. Research shows that comprehenders predict upcoming structure in sentences with parasitic gaps, ellipsis, and sluicing (Lau, Stroud, Plesch, & Phillips, 2006; Phillips, 2006; Yoshida, Dickey, & 
